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ON CROSS-VALIDATED LASSO IN HIGH DIMENSIONS*
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In this paper, we derive non-asymptotic error bounds for the
Lasso estimator when the penalty parameter for the estimator is cho-
sen using K-fold cross-validation. Our bounds imply that the cross-
validated Lasso estimator has nearly optimal rates of convergence in
the prediction, L?, and L' norms. For example, we show that in the
model with the Gaussian noise and under fairly general assumptions
on the candidate set of values of the penalty parameter, the estima-
tion error of the cross-validated Lasso estimator converges to zero in
the prediction norm with the y/slogp/n x /log(pn) rate, where n
is the sample size of available data, p is the number of covariates,
and s is the number of non-zero coefficients in the model. Thus, the
cross-validated Lasso estimator achieves the fastest possible rate of
convergence in the prediction norm up to a small logarithmic fac-
tor y/log(pn), and similar conclusions apply for the convergence rate
both in L? and in L' norms. Importantly, our results cover the case
when p is (potentially much) larger than n and also allow for the case
of non-Gaussian noise. Our paper therefore serves as a justification
for the widely spread practice of using cross-validation as a method
to choose the penalty parameter for the Lasso estimator.

1. Introduction. Since its invention by Tibshirani in [41], the Lasso
estimator has become increasingly important in many fields, and a large
number of papers have studied its properties. Many of these papers have
been concerned with the choice of the penalty parameter A required for
the implementation of the Lasso estimator. As a result, several methods
to choose A have been proposed and theoretically justified; see [49], [13],
[9], [38], and [4] among other papers. Nonetheless, in practice researchers
often rely upon cross-validation to choose A, see [19], and in fact, based on
simulation evidence, using cross-validation to choose A\ remains a leading
recommendation in the theoretical literature (see textbook-level discussions
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in [15], [26], and [25]). However, to the best of our knowledge, there exist
very few results about properties of the Lasso estimator when A is chosen
using cross-validation; see a review below. The purpose of this paper is to fill
this gap and to derive non-asymptotic error bounds for the cross-validated
Lasso estimator in different norms.

We consider the regression model

(1) Y =XpB+e Ef|X]=0,
where Y is a dependent variable, X = (X1,..., X)) a p-vector of covariates,
e unobserved scalar noise, and 5 = (f1,...,08y) a p-vector of coefficients.

Assuming that a random sample of size n, (X;,Y;)!" ,, from the distribution
of the pair (X,Y) is available, we are interested in estimating the vector of
coefficients S. We consider triangular array asymptotics, so that the distri-
bution of the pair (X,Y), and in particular the dimension p of the vector
X, is allowed to depend on n and can be larger or even much larger than n.
For simplicity of notation, however, we keep this dependence implicit.

We impose a standard assumption that the vector of coefficients [ is
sparse in the sense that s = s, = ||B|lo = 1;:1 1{B; # 0} is relatively
small. Under this assumption, the effective way to estimate 5 was proposed
by Tibshirani in [41], who introduced the Lasso estimator,

~ 1 &
(2) B(\) = arg min <— > (¥ - Xb)? + AHb\h) :
bERP n-=

where for b = (b1,...,bp)" € RP, [[blly = 37%_,; |bj| denotes the L' norm of
b, and X is some penalty parameter (the estimator suggested in Tibshirani’s
paper takes a slightly different form but over time the version (2) has be-
come more popular, probably for computational reasons). In principle, the
optimization problem in (2) may have multiple solutions, but to simplify
presentation and to avoid unnecessary technicalities, we assume throughout
the paper, without further notice, that the distribution of X is absolutely
continuous with respect to Lebesgue measure on R?”, in which case the op-
timization problem in (2) has the unique solution with probability one; see
Lemma 4 in [43]. Without this assumption, our results would apply to the
sparsest solution. R

To perform the Lasso estimator 3(\), one has to choose the penalty pa-
rameter \. If \ is chosen appropriately, the Lasso estimator attains the op-
timal rate of convergence under fairly general conditions; see, for example,
[13], [8], and [34]. On the other hand, if A is not chosen appropriately, the
Lasso estimator may not be consistent or may have a slower rate of conver-
gence; see [17]. Therefore, it is important to choose A\ appropriately. In this
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paper, we show that K-fold cross-validation indeed provides an appropriate
way to choose A. More specifically, we derive non-asymptotic error bounds
for the Lasso estimator $(A) with A = A being chosen by K-fold cross-
validation in the prediction, L?, and L' norms. Our bounds reveal that the
cross-validated Lasso estimator attains the optimal rate of convergence up
to certain logarithmic factors in all of these norms. For example, when the
conditional distribution of the noise € given X is Gaussian, the L? norm
bound in Theorem 4.3 implies that

1B — Bll2 = Op ( slogp \/log<pn>> :

n
where for b = (by,...,by) € RP, b2 = ( ;’:1 b?)l/2 denotes the L? norm
of b. Here, y/slogp/n represents the optimal rate of convergence, and the
cross-validated Lasso estimator attains this rate up to a small 4/log(pn)
factor. Throughout the paper, we assume that K is fixed, i.e., independent
of n. Our results therefore do not cover leave-one-out cross-validation.
Given that cross-validation is often used to choose the penalty param-
eter A and given how popular the Lasso estimator is, understanding the
rate of convergence of the cross-validated Lasso estimator seems to be an
important research question. Yet, to the best of our knowledge, the only
results in the literature about the cross-validated Lasso estimator are due
to Homrighausen and McDonald [27, 28, 29] and Miolane and Montanari
[32] but all these papers imposed extremely strong conditions and made
substantial use of these conditions meaning that it is not clear how to relax
them. In particular, [28] assumed that p is much smaller than n, and only
showed consistency of the (leave-one-out) cross-validated Lasso estimator.
[29], which strictly improves upon [27], assumed that the smallest value of
A in the candidate set, over which cross-validation search is performed, is so
large that all considered Lasso estimators are guaranteed to be sparse, but,
as we explain below, it is exactly the low values of A that make the analy-
sis of the cross-validated Lasso estimator difficult. (In addition, and equally
important, the smallest value of A in [29] exceeds the Bickel-Ritov-Tsybakov
A = A", and we find via simulations that the cross-validated A = X is smaller
than \*, at least with high probability, whenever the candidate set is large
enough, see Remarks 4.1 and 4.2 for further details; this suggests that the
cross-validated A based on the Homrighausen-McDonald candidate set will
be with high probability equal to the smallest value in the candidate set,
which makes the cross-validation search less interesting.) [32] assumed that
p is proportional to n and that the vector X consists of i.i.d. Gaussian ran-
dom variables, and their estimation error bounds do not converge to zero
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whenever K is fixed (independent of n). In contrast to these papers, we
allow p to be much larger than n and X to be non-Gaussian, with possibly
correlated components, and we also allow for very large candidate sets.

Other papers that have been concerned with cross-validation in the con-
text of the Lasso estimator include Chatterjee and Jafarov [19] and Lecué
and Mitchell [30]. [19] developed a novel cross-validation-type procedure to
choose X and showed that the Lasso estimator based on their choice of A has
a rate of convergence depending on n via n=/4. Their procedure to choose
A, however, is related to but different from the classical cross-validation pro-
cedure used in practice, which is the target of study in our paper. [30] stud-
ied classical cross-validation but focused on estimators that differ from the
Lasso estimator in important ways. For example, one of the estimators they
considered is the average of subsample Lasso estimators, K~ Z£{=1 B_r(N),
for B_x(A\) defined in (3) in the next section. Although the authors studied
properties of the cross-validated version of such estimators in great general-
ity, it is not immediately clear how to apply their results to obtain bounds
for the cross-validated Lasso estimator itself. We also emphasize that our
paper is not related to Abadie and Kasy [1] because they do consider the
cross-validated Lasso estimator but in a very different setting, and, more-
over, their results are in the spirit of those in [30]. (The results of [1] can
be applied in the regression setting (1) but the application would require p
to be smaller than n and their estimators in this case would differ from the
cross-validated Lasso estimator studied here.)

Finally, we emphasize that deriving a rate of convergence of the cross-
validated Lasso estimator is a non-standard problem. From the Lasso litera-
ture perspective, a fundamental problem is that most existing results require
that A is chosen so that A > 2||n=! "% | X;e;||c, at least with high proba-
bility, but, according to simulation evidence, this inequality typically does
not hold if A is chosen by cross-validation, meaning that existing results can
not be used to analyze the cross-validated Lasso estimator; see Section 4 for
more details and [25], page 105, for additional complications. Also, classical
techniques to derive properties of cross-validated estimators developed, for
example, in [31] do not apply to the Lasso estimator as those techniques are
based on the linearity of the estimators in the vector of values (Y1,...,Y,,)
of the dependent variable, which does not hold in the case of the Lasso
estimator. More recent techniques, developed, for example, in [47], help to
analyze sub-sample Lasso estimators like those studied in [30] but are not
sufficient for the analysis of the full-sample Lasso estimator considered here.
See [3] for an extensive review of results on cross-validation available in the
literature.
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The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In the next section, we
describe the cross-validation procedure. In Section 3, we state our regular-
ity conditions. In Section 4, we present our main results. In Section 5, we
describe novel sparsity bounds, which constitute one of the main building
blocks in our analysis of the cross-validated Lasso estimator. In Section 6,
we conduct a small Monte Carlo simulation study demonstrating that per-
formance of the Lasso estimator based on the penalty parameter selected by
cross-validation is comparable and often better than that of the Lasso esti-
mator based on various plug-in rules. In Section 7, we provide proofs of the
main results on the estimation error bounds. In Section 8, we provide proofs
of our sparsity bounds. In Section 9, we collect some technical lemmas that
are useful for the proofs of the main results.

Notation. Throughout the paper, we use the following notation. For any
vector b = (by,...,b,)" € RP, we use ||b|lp = 1;-’:1 1{b; # 0} to denote the
number of non-zero components of b, ||b||; = 5-’:1 |b;| to denote its L norm,

1bll2 = (>25—, b?)l/2 to denote its L% norm, ||b]ls = maxi<;<p |bj| to denote
its L>® norm, and [[bll2, = (n7t Y27 (X/b)?)1/2 to denote its prediction
norm. Also, for any random variable Z, we use || Z||y, and ||Z||,, to denote
its 11- and 19~ Orlicz norms. In addition, we denote X7 = (X1,...,X,).
Moreover, we use SP to denote the unit sphere in RP, that is, SP = {0 €
RP: [|d]|]2 = 1}, and for any ¢ > 0, we use SP(¢) to denote the ¢-sparse subset
of 8P, that is, SP(¢) = {0 € SP: ||0]lo < ¢}. We introduce more notation in

the beginning of Section 7, as required for the proofs of the main results.

2. Cross-Validation. As explained in the Introduction, to choose the
penalty parameter A for the Lasso estimator (), it is common practice to
use cross-validation. In this section, we describe the procedure in details.
Let K be some strictly positive (typically small) integer, and let (Ix)E_; be
a partition of the set {1,...,n}; that is, for each k € {1,..., K}, I is a
subset of {1,...,n}, for each k, k' € {1,..., K} with k # k/, the sets I} and
I;; have empty intersection, and Uszlfk = {1,...,n}. For our asymptotic
analysis, we will assume that K is a constant that does not depend on n.
Further, let A, be a set of candidate values of A. Now, for K =1,..., K and
A€ A, let

o~

3 B_r(A\) = arg min
(3) k(A) gmin |

> (Y= X{b)* + Al

i1y,

be the Lasso estimator corresponding to all observations excluding those in
I, where ny, = |I| is the size of the subsample Ij. As in the case with the full-
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sample Lasso estimator B()) in (2), the optimization problem in (3) has the
unique solution with probability one under our maintained assumption that
the distribution of X is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue
measure on RP. Then the cross-validation choice of A is

K
(4) X =argmin» > (¥; — X]B_x(\)*.

A€An 1T iel,

The cross-validated Lasso estimator in turn is B(/A\) In the literature, the
procedure described here is also often referred to as K-fold cross-validation.
For brevity, however, we simply refer to it as cross-validation. Below we will
study properties of S(A).

We emphasize one more time that although the properties of the esti-
mators B_x(A) have been studied in great generality in [30], there are very

few results in the literature regarding the properties of S(\), which is the
estimator used in practice.

3. Regularity Conditions. Recall that we consider the model in (1),
the Lasso estimator 3(\) in (2), and the cross-validation choice of A in (4).
Let ¢1, C1, a and ¢ be some strictly positive numbers where a < 1 and ¢ > 4.
Also, let 7 > 0 be an integer. In addition, denote

(5) M, = (E[|X[L])"7.

Throughout the paper, we assume that s > 1. Otherwise, one has to replace
s by sV 1. To derive our results, we will impose the following regularity
conditions.

AssuMPTION 1 (Covariates). The random vector X = (Xi,...,X,) is
such that: (a) for all 6 € SP(n+ s), we have P(|X'6| > ¢1) > ¢1 and (b) for
all § € SP(n?/ 7t M2slog3(pn)), we have (E[|X'5[]))Y/? < Cy.

Part (a) of this assumption can be interpreted as a probability version
of the “no multicollinearity condition.” It is slightly stronger than a more
widely used expectation version of the same condition, namely E[(X'§)?] >
1 for all 6 € SP(n + s) (with a possibly different value of the constant c;),
meaning that all (n + s)-sparse eigenvalues of the population Gram ma-
trix E[X X'] are bounded away from zero. Part (b) requires that sufficiently
sparse eigenvalues of the matrix E[X X'] are bounded from above uniformly
over n. Note that neither part (a) nor part (b) of Assumption 1 imposes
bounds on the eigenvalues of the empirical Gram matrix n=* > | X; X! (of
course, if p > n, the smallest eigenvalue of this matrix is necessarily zero
and the largest one can grow with n, potentially fast).
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AssuMPTION 2 (Growth condition). The following growth condition is
satisfied: n*9M*slog*(pn) < Cin'—e.

Assumption 2 is a mild growth condition restricting some moments of
| X ||, the number of non-zero coefficients in the model s and the number
of parameters in the model p. When all components of the vector X are
bounded by a constant almost surely, this assumption reduces to

slog*p < Cint—.
Thus, Assumptions 1 and 2 do allow for the high-dimensional case, with
p being much larger than n. However, we note that these assumptions are
stronger than those used with more conservative choices of A; see [13, 8] for
example.

AssuMPTION 3 (Noise). There exists a standard Gaussian random vari-
able e that is independent of X and a function @Q: RP x R — R that is
thrice continuously differentiable with respect to the second argument such
that ¢ = Q(X,e) and for all x € RP, (i) ¢1 < Q2(x,e) < C1(1+ le|"),
(it) |Qa2(x,€)|ly, < Ci, and (iii) ||Qa2(x,€)|ly, < C1, where we use in-
dex 2 to denote the derivatives with respect to the second argument, so that
Q222(X,e) = B3Q(X,e)/0e3, for example.

Letting @ and F;x denote the cdf of the N(0,1) distribution and the
conditional cdf of € given X, respectively, it follows that whenever F, x is
continuous almost surely, the random variable e = ®~!(F_x(¢)) has the
N(0,1) distribution and is independent of X. In this case, we can guarantee
that e = Q(X,e) by setting Q(X,e) = Q. x(®(e)), where Q¢ x = Fa_pl( is
the conditional quantile function of ¢ given X. In addition, Assumption 3
imposes certain smoothness conditions. In particular, it requires that the
transformation function e — Q(X,e), which generates the noise variable
from the N(0,1) variable e, is smooth in the sense that it satisfies certain
derivative bounds.

Assumption 3 is rather non-standard. It appears in our analysis because,
as explained in Remark 4.2 below, we rely upon the degrees of freedom for-
mula for the Lasso estimator to establish some sparsity bounds. In turn,
this formula, being a consequence of the Stein identity characterizing the
standard Gaussian distribution, has a simple form whenever ¢ ~ N(0,0?);
see [49] and [42]. We extend this formula to the non-Gaussian case under the
condition that the noise variable € is a smooth transformation of e ~ N(0,1)
as required by Assumption 3. Note that Assumption 3 requires the noise
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Fia 1. The figure plots probability density functions of ¢ = Qj(e), 7 = 1,2,3, where
e~ N(0,1) and Qi(e) = e, Q2(e) = e+ €%, and Qz(e) = (e + €*)/(1 + 2¢2). All three
probability density functions are allowed by Assumption 3.

variable € to be neither sub-Gaussian nor sub-exponential. It does require,
however, that the support of € is R. Note also that whenever ¢ is indepen-
dent of X, we can choose the function Q(X,e) to be independent of X i.e.
Q(X,e) = Q(e). One simple example of a distribution that satisfies Assump-
tion 3 is that of ¢ = e+ e® with e ~ N(0,1). A more complicated example is
e = (e+7€3) /(1 + 12€?), where 71,72 > 0 are such that 99? +~2 < 107172.
Figure 1 presents plots of three probability density functions satisfying As-
sumption 3. Interestingly, the third one is bi-modal, which emphasizes the
fact that Assumption 3 allows for a wide variety of distributions. Finally,
note that Assumption 3 holds with » = 0 if the conditional distribution of
given X is Gaussian.

ASSUMPTION 4 (Candidate set). The candidate set A, takes the follow-
ing form: A, = {Cra': 1=10,1,2,...; at > ¢;/n}.

It is known from [13] that the optimal rate of convergence of the Lasso
estimator is achieved when \ is of order (log p/n)'/2. Since under Assumption
2, we have log p = o(n), it follows that our choice of the candidate set A, in
Assumption 4 makes sure that there are some \’'s in the candidate set A,
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that would yield the Lasso estimator with the optimal rate of convergence in
the prediction norm. Note also that Assumption 4 allows for a rather large
candidate set A,, of values of A; in particular, the largest value, C7, can be
set arbitrarily large and the smallest value, ¢;/n, converges to zero rather
fast. In fact, the only two conditions that we need from Assumption 4 is
that A, contains a “good” value of \, say Ao, such that the subsample Lasso
estimators B_j () satisfy the bound (10) in Lemma 7.2 with probability
1 — Cn™¢ and that |A,| < Clogn, where ¢ and C are some constants.
Thus, we could for example set A, = {a': l =...,—-2,-1,0,1,2,...; a=! <
n, al <n}.

AsSUMPTION 5 (Dataset partition). The dataset partition {Ix}5_| is
such that for all k =1,..., K, we have ny/n > c1, where ny = |Ij|.

Assumption 5 is mild and is typically imposed in the literature on K-
fold cross-validation. This assumption ensures that the subsamples I are
balanced in the sample size.

4. Main Results. Our first main result in this paper gives a non-
asymptotic estimation error bound for the cross-validated Lasso estimator
B(A) in the prediction norm.

THEOREM 4.1 (Prediction Norm Bound). Suppose that Assumptions 1
— 5 hold. Then for any « € (0,1),

Cslog(p/a)

1BR) = Bllz < % \/log(pn) + s~ log™*'

[

with probability at least 1 —a—Cn~¢, where ¢, C > 0 are constants depending

only on ¢1, C1, K, a, q, and r.

REMARK 4.1 (Near-rate-optimality of cross-validated Lasso estimator in
prediction norm). The results in [13] imply that under the assumptions
of Theorem 4.1, setting A\ = \* = (C'logp/n)"/? for sufficiently large con-
stant C, which depends on the distribution of e, gives the Lasso estimator
B(N*) satisfying [|B(\*) — Blla.n = Op((slogp/n)t/?), and it follows from
[34] that this is the optimal rate of convergence (in the minimax sense) for
the estimators of § in the model (12./\Therefore, Theorem 4.1 implies that
the cross-validated Lasso estimator 3(\) has the fastest possible rate of con-
vergence in the prediction norm up to the small (log(pn) 4+ s~ log" ! n)1/2
factor. Note, however, that implementing the cross-validated Lasso estima-
tor does not require knowledge of the distribution of e, which makes this
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estimator attractive in practice. In addition, simulation evidence suggests
that S(A) often outperforms S(A*), which is one of the main reasons why
cross-validation is typically recommended as a method to choose A. The rate
of convergence following from Theorem 4.1 is also very close to the oracle
rate of convergence, (s/n)/?, that could be achieved by the OLS estimator if
we knew the set of covariates having non-zero coefficients; see, for example,
[11]. ]

REMARK 4.2 (On the proof of Theorem 4.1). One of the main steps in
[13] is to show that outside of the event

1 n
(6) A < ¢ max |— E Xijei
n
i=1

1<j<p ’

where ¢ > 2 is some constant, the Lasso estimator B (M) satisfies the bound
1BA) = Bll2n < CAy/s, where C' is a constant. Thus, to obtain the Lasso
estimator with a fast rate of convergence, it suffices to choose A such that
it is small enough but the event (6) holds with at most small probability.
The choice A = A\* described in Remark 4.1 satisfies these two conditions.
The difficulty with cross-validation, however, is that, as we demonstrate in
Section 6 via simulations, it typically yields a rather small value of A, so that
the event (6) with A = X\ holds with non-trivial (in fact, large) probability
even in large samples, and little is known about properties of the Lasso
estimator 3(A) when the event (6) does not hold, which is perhaps one of
the main reasons why there are only few results on the cross-validated Lasso
estimator in the literature. We therefore take a different approach. First,
we use the fact that A is the cross-validation choice of A to derive bounds
on ||S_k(\) — B]|2 for the subsample Lasso estimators S_j(\) defined in (3).
Second, we use the degrees of freedom formula of [49] and [42] to show that
these estimators are sparse and to derive bounds on [|[3_x()\) — B[[1 and
|B—k(X) — Bll2,n- Third, we use the two point inequality stating that for all
beRP and A > 0,
~ 1 & 1 ~ ~

1B —bli3, < — D (Y= Xib)* + Allb]l — - D (Y= XiB)? = BN,
i=1 1=1

which can be found in [44], with A = X and b = (K — 1)~} K (n -
nk)B—k(A)/n, a convex combination of the subsample Lasso estimators S_ (),

and derive a bound for its right-hand side using the definition of estimators
B_r(A) and bounds on [|5_k(\) — B||2 and ||S_x(N) — B||1. Finally, we use the
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triangle inequality to obtain a bound on || B (X) — B2, from the bounds on
|B(A) = bll2,n and [|B_k(X) — B|2,n- The details of the proof can be found in
Section 7. L]

Next, in order to obtain bounds on HB(X) — B|l1 and HB(X) — Bll2, we
derive a sparsity bound for 5(A), that is, we show that the estimator S(\)
has relatively few non-zero components, at least with high-probability. Even
though our sparsity bound is not immediately useful in applications itself,
it will help us to translate the result in the prediction norm in Theorem 4.1
into the result in L' and L? norms in Theorem 4.3.

THEOREM 4.2 (Sparsity Bound). Suppose that Assumptions 1 — 5 hold.
Then for any « € (0,1),

(log” p) (log ) (log (pn) + s~ log"*' n)
(0%

IBO)lo < C's x

[

with probability at least 1 —a—Cn™¢,
only on ¢y, Cy, K, a, q, and r.

where ¢, C > 0 are constants depending

REMARK 4.3 (On the sparsity bound). [9] showed that outside of the
event (6), the Lasso estimator 3()) satisfies the bound [|[B(A)[o < Cs, for
some constant C', so that the number of covariates that have been mistakenly
selected by the Lasso estimator is at most of the same order as the number of
non-zero coefficients in the original model (1). As explained in Remark 4.2,
however, cross-validation typically yields a rather small value of A, so that
the event (6) with A = X holds with non-trivial (in fact, large) probability
even in large samples, and it is typically the case that smaller values of A lead
to the Lasso estimators B(A) with a larger number of non-zero coefficients.
We therefore should not necessarily expect that the inequality ||B(\)]|o < C's
holds with large probability. In fact, it is well-known (from simulations)
in the literature that the cross-validated Lasso estimator typically satisfies
|B(M)[lo > s. Our theorem, however, shows that even though the event
(6) with A = h) may hold with large probability, the number of non-zero
components in the cross-validated Lasso estimator ﬁ ( ) may exceed C's only
by the relatively small (log? p)(log n)(log(pn) + s~ log" ™) factor. "

With the help of Theorems 4.1 and 4.2, we immediately obtain the fol-
lowing bounds on the L' and L? norms of the estimation error of the cross-
validated Lasso estimator, which is our second main result in this paper.
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THEOREM 4.3 (L' and L? Norm Bounds). Suppose that Assumptions 1
— 5 hold. Then for any a € (0,1),

Cslog(p/a)

1B - Blls < x y/log(pn) + s~ log™ ' n

and

”B(X) — Bl < \/@ % \/(log2 p)(log n)(log(];n) + 5—1log"t] n)?

[

with probability at least 1 —a—Cn~¢, where ¢, C > 0 are constants depending

only on ¢1, C1, K, a, q, and r.

REMARK 4.4 (Near-rate-optimality of cross-validated Lasso estimator in
L' and L? norms). Like in Remark 4.1, the results in [13] imply that
under the assumptions of Theorem 4.3, setting A = \* = (C'logp/n)'/?
for sufficiently large constant C' gives the Lasso estimator B(A*) satisfying
IB(X) = Bll2 = Op((slog p/n)"/?) and [|B(\*) — Bll = Op((s*logp/n)"/?),
and one can use the methods from [34] to show that these rates are optimal.
Therefore, the cross-validated Lasso estimator S(A) has the fastest possible
rate of convergence both in L' and in L? norms, up to small logarithmic

factors. n

REMARK 4.5 (On the case with Gaussian noise). Recall that whenever
the conditional distribution of ¢ given X is Gaussian, we can take r = 0 in
Assumption 3. Thus, it follows from Theorems 4.1 and 4.3 that, in this case,
we have

1BR) ~ Bl v 1) — 8l < | CBD o figgom)

with probability at least 1 —a —Cn~¢ for any a € (0, 1) and some constants
¢,C' > 0. Theorems 4.2 and 4.3 can also be used to obtain the sparsity and
L' norm bounds in this case as well. However, the sparsity and L' norm
bounds here can be improved using results in [6]. In particular, assuming
that the conditional distribution of ¢ given X is N(0,0?) for some constant
o > 0, it follows from Theorem 4.3 in [6] that for any A > 0,

Var(|B()llo | X7) < E[IBO) o | X7] <3+4log (Em;}”’o | Xn])) -
1
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Combining this result and the same arguments as those in the proofs of
Theorems 4.2 and 4.3, with Chebyshev’s inequality replacing Markov’s in-
equality in the proof of Theorem 4.2, we have

(log® p) log(pn)

1B lo < Cs x NG

and
Cs?log(p/a) (logp)log(pn)
n al/4

—C

1B — Bl <

with probability at least 1 — a — Cn L]

The near-rate-optimality of the cross-validated Lasso estimator in Theo-
rem 4.1 may be viewed as an in-sample prediction property since the pre-

diction norm
n

1/2
) 1 ) /
18 = Bll2,n = <E Z(Xzﬂ - Xi5)2>

i=1
evaluates estimation errors with respect to the observed data Xi,...,X,,.
In addition, we can define an out-of-sample prediction norm

18~ Bl = (E[(XB- X8 | (e 1))

where X is independent of Xi,...,X,. Using Theorems 4.2 and 4.3, we
immediately obtain the following corollary on the estimation error of the
cross-validated Lasso estimator in the out-of-sample prediction norm:

COROLLARY 4.1 (Out-of-Sample Prediction Norm Bounds). Suppose that
Assumptions 1 — 5 hold. Then for any « € (0,1),

HB(X) = Bllp2n <1/ %(Ma) X \/log(pn) + s~ Llog™ 1 n

[

with probability at least 1 —a—Cn~¢, where ¢, C > 0 are constants depending

only on ¢1, C1, K, a, q, and r.

5. General Sparsity Bounds. As we mentioned in Remark 4.2, our
analysis of the (full-sample) cross-validated Lasso estimator B(X) requires
understanding sparsity of the sub-sample cross-validated Lasso estimators
B_r(\), that is, we need a sparsity bound showing that [|B_. (N0, k =
1,..., K, are sufficiently small, at least with high probability. Unfortunately,
existing sparsity bounds are not good enough for our purposes because, as
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we discussed in Remark 4.3, they only apply outside of the event (6) and
this event holds with non-trivial (in fact, large) probability if we set A = A.
We therefore develop here two novel sparsity bounds. The crucial feature
of our bounds is that they apply for all values of A\, both large and small,
independently of whether (6) holds or not. Roughly speaking, the first bound
shows, under mild conditions, that the Lasso estimator 5(A) has to be sparse,
at least with large probability, whenever it has small estimation error in the
L? norm. The second bound shows, under somewhat stronger conditions,
that the Lasso estimator S(\) has to be sparse, at least on average, whenever
it has small estimation error in the prediction norm. Both bounds turn out
useful in our analysis.

THEOREM 5.1 (Sparsity Bound via Estimation Error in L? Norm).  Sup-

pose that Assumption 8 holds and let C > 0 be some constant. Then for all
A>0andt>1,

2] (”B()‘)HO < Ctslogz(pn) <10grn + n(10g2 Tl)H,B()\) - BH%) ‘ X{l)

slog(pn)
2

2
~tslog(pn) n

on the event Supscgsn(s) [16]j2,n < C, where C > 0 is a constant depending
only on ¢, Cq, C, and 7.

THEOREM 5.2 (Sparsity Bound via Estimation Error in Prediction Norm).

Suppose that Assumption 3 holds and let ¢,C > 0 be some constants. Then
for all A >0,

E[IBNllo | X7'] < s+ C(log p)(nRa(A)* + log" n)

on the event

(7) ¢< inf ))H(;Hg,n and

1 — _
- X2 <C,
68 (Jn(A n ZZ:; =

where

Ta(N) = n'2F S (/nR, () + 1), Ru(N) = ElIBO) = Bllza | X7,

and C' > 0 is a constant depending only on ¢y, Cy, ¢, C, and r.
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6. Simulations. In this section, we present results of our simulation
experiments. The purpose of the experiments is to investigate finite-sample
properties of the cross-validated Lasso estimator. In particular, we are inter-
ested in (i) comparing the estimation error of the cross-validated Lasso esti-
mator in different norms to the Lasso estimator based on other choices of A;
(ii) studying sparsity properties of the cross-validated Lasso estimator; and
(iii) estimating probability of the event (6) for A = A, the cross-validation
choice of \.

We consider two data generating processes (DGPs). In both DGPs, we
simulate the vector of covariates X = (X1,..., X,)" from the Gaussian distri-
bution with mean zero and variance-covariance matrix given by E[X;X}] =
pl=Hkl for all j,k = 1,...,p with p = 0.5 and 0.75. Also, we set 3 =
(1,-1,2, —2,01X(p_4))’. We simulate ¢ from the standard Gaussian distri-
bution in DGP1 and from the uniform distribution on [—3, 3] in DGP2. For
both DGPs, we take ¢ to be independent of X. Further, for each DGP, we
consider samples of size n = 100 and 400. For each DGP and each sample
size, we consider p = 40, 100, and 400. To construct the candidate set A,
of values of the penalty parameter A\, we use Assumption 4 with a = 0.9,
c¢1 = 0.005 and C7 = 500. Thus, the set A,, contains values of A ranging from
0.0309 to 500 when n = 100 and from 0.0071 to 500 when n = 400, that
is, the set A, is rather large in both cases. In all experiments, we use 5-fold
cross-validation (K = 5). We repeat each experiment 5000 times.

As a comparison to the cross-validated Lasso estimator, we consider the
Lasso estimators with A chosen according to [38] and [4], i.e.,

A =n"Y20,/2logp and A = n~25\/210g(p/s)

respectively. These Lasso estimators achieve the optimal convergence rate
under the prediction norm (see, e.g., [38] and [4]). The noise level o and
the true sparsity s typically have to be estimated from the data but for
simplicity we assume that both ¢ and s are known, so we set ¢ = 1 and
s =4in DGP1, and ¢ = v/3 and s = 4 in DGP2. In what follows, these Lasso
estimators are denoted as SZ-Lasso and B-Lasso estimators respectively, and
the cross-validated Lasso estimator is denoted as CV-Lasso.

Figure 2 contains simulation results for DGP1 with n = 100, p = 40
and p = 0.75. The first four (that is, the top-left, top-right, middle-left
and middle-right) panels of Figure 2 present the mean of the estimation
error of the Lasso estimators in the prediction, L?, L', and out-of-sample
prediction norms, respectively. The out-of-sample prediction norm is defined
as [0l ,2,, = (E[(X'b)?])Y/? for all b € RP. In these panels, the dashed line
represents the mean of estimation error of the Lasso estimator as a function
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of A (we perform the Lasso estimator for each value of A in the candidate set
A,; we sort the values in A, from the smallest to the largest, and put the
order of A\ on the horizontal axis; we only show the results for values of A up
to order 25 as these give the most meaningful comparisons). This estimator
is denoted as A-Lasso. The solid, dotted and dashed-dotted horizontal lines
represent the mean of the estimation error of CV-Lasso, SZ-Lasso, and B-
Lasso, respectively.

From the top four panels of Figure 2, we see that estimation error of
CV-Lasso is only slightly above the minimum of the estimation error over
all possible values of A not only in the prediction and L? norms but also
in the L' norm. In comparison, SZ-Lasso and B-Lasso tend to have larger
estimation error in all four norms.

The bottom-left and bottom-right panels of Figure 2 depict the histograms
for the numbers of non-zero coefficients of the CV-Lasso estimator and B-
Lasso estimator respectively. Overall, these panels suggest that the CV-
Lasso estimator tends to select too many covariates: the number of selected
covariates with large probability varies between 5 and 30 even though there
are only 4 non-zero coefficients in the true model. The B-Lasso estimator is
more sparse than the CV-Lasso estimator: it selects around 5 to 15 covariates
with large probability.

Figure 3 includes the simulation results for DGP1 when n = 100, p = 400
and p = 0.75. The estimation errors of the Lasso estimators are inflated
when p is much bigger than the sample size. The estimation error of CV-
Lasso under the prediction norm is increased from 0.4481 to 0.7616 when
p is increased from 40 to 400, although it remains the best compared with
SZ-Lasso and B-Lasso estimators. Similar phenomena are observed for the
estimation error under the L? norm and the out-of-sample prediction norm.
On the other hand, the estimation error of the CV-Lasso is slightly larger
than the SZ-Lasso and B-Lasso under the L' norm. For the sparsity of the
Lasso estimators, the CV-Lasso is much less sparse than the B-Lasso: it
selects around 5 to 50 covariates with large probability while the B-Lasso
only selects 8 to 22 covariates with large probability.

For all other experiments, the simulation results on the mean of estimation
error of the Lasso estimators can be found in Table 1. For simplicity, we only
report the minimum over A\ € A, of mean of the estimation error of A-Lasso
and the mean of the estimation error of B-Lasso in Table 1. The results in
Table 1 confirm findings in Figure 2 and Figure 3: the mean of the estimation
error of CV-Lasso is close to the minimum mean of the estimation errors of
the A-Lasso estimators under both DGPs for all combinations of n, p and
p considered in all three norms. Their difference becomes smaller when the
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sample size n increases. The mean of the estimation error of B-Lasso is larger
than that of CV-Lasso in cases when p is relatively small or the regressors
X have strong correlation, while the B-Lasso has smaller estimation error
when p is much larger than n and the regressors X are weakly correlated.
When the correlations of the regressors X become stronger and the largest
eigenvalue of E[X X'] becomes bigger, the mean of the estimation error of the
CV-Lasso estimator is slightly enlarged and is much less effected compared
with the B-Lasso estimator. For example, in DGP1 with n = 100 and p = 40,
the mean of estimation error of CV-Lasso estimator increases 5.39% when p
is changed from 0.5 to 0.75 (and the largest eigenvalue of E[X X'] increases
from 2.97 to 6.64), while the B-Lasso estimator has a 28% increase.

Table 2 reports model selection results for the cross-validated Lasso es-
timator. More precisely, the table shows probabilities for the number of
non-zero coefficients of the cross-validated Lasso estimator hitting different
brackets. Overall, the results in Table 2 confirm findings in Figure 2 and
Figure 3: the cross-validated Lasso estimator tends to select too many co-
variates. The probability of selecting larger models tends to increase with p
but decreases with n.

Table 3 provides information on the finite-sample distribution of the ratio
of the maximum score maxi<j<p, [n ™t S| X;;e;| over A, the cross-validation
choice of \. More precisely, the table shows probabilities for this ratio hitting
different brackets. From Table 3, we see that this ratio is above 0.5 with
large probability in all cases and in particular this probability exceeds 99%
in most cases. Hence, (6) with A = X holds with large probability, meaning
that deriving the rate of convergence of the cross-validated Lasso estimator
requires new arguments since existing arguments only work for the case
when (6) does not hold; see discussion in Remark 4.2 above.

7. Proofs for Section 4. In this section, we prove Theorems 4.1, 4.2,
and 4.3 and Corollary 4.1. Since the proofs are long, we start with a sequence
of preliminary lemmas in Subsection 7.1 and give the actual proofs of the
theorems and the corollary in Subsections 7.2, 7.3, 7.4, and 7.5, respectively.

For convenience, we use the following additional notation. For k =1, ..., K,
we denote
1 1/2 1 1/2
[01l2,n,6 = <n_ Z(Xg5)2> and [|0]|zn—k = <n — Z(XZ(‘SF)
Zelk Z¢1k

for all § € RP. We use ¢ and C to denote strictly positive constants that
can change from place to place but that can be chosen to depend only on
c1, C1, K, a, q, and r. We use the notation a, < b, if a,, < Cb,,. Moreover,

~
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for § € R? and M C {1,...,p}, we use dp; to denote the vector in RIMI
consisting of all elements of ¢ corresponding to indices in M.

7.1. Preliminary Lemmas. Here, we collect preliminary lemmas that help
to prove Theorems 4.1-4.3.

LEMMA 7.1.  Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 2 are satisfied and denote

0, = Vsniter/21og(pn). Then

n

S (xt0)? - EI(X'6)]
i=1

(8) sup <Cn™°¢

0eSP(Ly)

[

with probability at least 1 — Cn~¢, where ¢, C' > 0 are some constants de-

pending only on ¢y, Cq, and q.

PROOF. In this proof, ¢ and C are strictly positive constants that depend
only on ¢q, Cq, and ¢ but their values can change from place to place. By
Jensen’s inequality and the definition of M, in (5),

1/2
K, = <E [max max \Xij]2]>
1<i<n 1<j<p

1/q

9) < (E [max max |Xij|q}> < n*IM,.
1<i<n 1<j<p

Therefore, given that £, < Cn'~¢ by Assumptions 1(a) and 2, which implies

log ¢,, < C'logn, it follows that

b 1= Kon/Blog /i (14 (log £)(logm)/2) < O~

by Assumption 2; here, Assumption 1(a) is used only to verify that M,, > c.
Also, denoting £, o = n?/9+ M2slog3(pn),
gn + gn,O)

sup B(X'0)2) < 2 swp B(x'9)2] < Lt fno)
0eSP (L) lno 0eSP (6 0) lno

by Lemma 9 in [8] and Assumption 1(b). Thus,

1/2

dn,  sup (E[(X'0)2]) <Cn™°¢

0eSP(Ly)
by Assumption 2. Therefore, it follows from Lemma 9.3 that

n

1
E| sup |=) (X/§)*—E[(X'0)’
Lesp(én) - i:1( ) [(X70)7]

< Cn~°
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The asserted claim follows from combining this bound and Markov’s inequal-
ity. [

LEMMA 7.2. Under Assumptions 1-5, there exists Ao = /_\n,O € A, pos-
sibly depending on n, such that for allk = 1,..., K, we have ||B_r(Xo)|lo < s
and, in addition,

~ = slog(pn ~ = s?log(pn
(10)  18-400) — 818 S 2P an 54(h0) - 7 5 B
with probability at least 1 — Cn™°.

REMARK 7.1. The result in this lemma is essentially well-known but we
provide a short proof here for completeness.

PrROOF. Let T'= {j € {1,...,p}: B # 0} and T° = {1,...,p}\T. Fix
k=1,...,K and denote

1
Zy, = Xe;
k n_nkz i€
i¢ 1

and

) 5|0l —
mksz{mz 5 € R, [y <3||6Tu1}.
el

To prove the asserted claims, we will apply Theorem 1 in [8] that shows that
for any A € A,, on the event A > 4[| Zj|| 00, we have

305

2k

(11) 1B-k(N) = Bllon—k <

To use this bound, we show that there exist ¢ > 0, C' > 0, and \g = j\n,O €
A, possibly depending on n, such that

1/2
(12) P(rr <c) <Cn~¢ P (XA <4][Zk|ls) <Cn™¢ Ao S <log7(lpn)> .

To prove the first claim in (12), note that
(13) LS l0llzn,—x S 1

with probability at least 1 — C'n~¢ uniformly over all 6 € RP such that
|0]]2 = 1 and ||07¢||o < slogn by Lemma 7.1 and Assumptions 1, 2 and 5.
Hence, the first claim in (12) follows from Lemma 10 in [8] applied with m
there equal to slogn here.
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To prove the second and the third claims in (12), note that we have
max1i<;j<p D i¢r, E[|X;je:|?] £ n by Assumptions 1(b) and 3. Also,

51\ 1/2 1/q y
(E[ max max |X;j&] D < (E{ max max \Xijai]qD < n/9IM,.
1<i<n 1<j<p 1<i<n 1<5<p

Thus, by Lemma 9.1 and Assumption 2,

E[(n—nk)HZkHoo] < /nlogp +n'/"M,logp < \/nlogp.

Hence, applying Lemma 9.2 with ¢ = (nlog n)l/ 2 and Z there replaced by

(n — n1)|| Zk|lse here and noting that nM;l/(nlogn)¥/? < Cn~° by Assump-
tion 2 implies that
log(pn) \ /2
AR

with probability at least 1 — C'n~°. Hence, noting that log*(pn) < Cn by
Assumptions 1(a) and 2, it follows from Assumption 4 that there exists
Ao € A, such that the second and the third claims in (12) hold. By (11),
this Ao satisfies the following bound:

) P (IR0 - Bl > SEE) < e

Now, to prove the asserted claims, note that using (12) and (13) and applying
Theorem 2 in [8] with m = slogn there shows that ||_k(Xo)|lo < s with
probability at least 1 — Cn™°. Hence,

1B-1(o) — BI13 < sllB-r(o) — B3

~ = s%log(pn
< slBu0) — Bl s S T2

again with probability at least 1 —Cn™¢, where the second inequality follows
from (13), and the third one from (14). This gives all asserted claims and
completes the proof of the lemma. n

LEMMA 7.3.  Under Assumptions 1-5, we have for allk =1,..., K that

~

~ = slog(pn
1B-4(30) ~ Bl 5 282

with probability 1 — Cn~C for \g defined in Lemma 7.2.
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REMARK 7.2. We thank one of the anonymous referees for suggesting
the proof below. The suggestion relaxes the condition s?/n = o(1) in our
early proof to s/n = o(1), up to some log factors. n

_Proor. Fix k = 1,...,K and denote B = B\_k(/_\o). By Lemma 7.2,
IBllo < s with probability at least 1 — Cn™°. Hence,

18— BlBs 5 (B - BYELXXE - B) + 18 - BIE < 13 - Bl  2208)

with probability at least 1 — Cn~¢ where the first inequality follows from
Lemma 7.1 and Assumption 5, the second from Assumption 1(b), and the
third from Lemma 7.2. The asserted claim follows. [

LEMMA 7.4. Under Assumptions 1-5, we have for all k =1,..., K that

r41 n

IB=e(R) — BB, 5 TBP) L8

n

with probability at least 1 — C'n~°.

PROOF. By the definition of A in (4),

ZZY X!B_k <ZZY X!B_r(Xo))?

k=11i€l}, k=11i€l},

for \g defined in Lemma 7.2. Therefore,

K K
> il Bk ) = B3k <> nkllBo (o) — BlE i
k=1

k=1
K
+23 N " X{(Bo(N) = Bok(No))-
k=1i€ly,

Further, for all k =1,..., K, denote Dy, = {(X;,Yi)igr,, (Xi)ier, } and

21— max Zzgk X/(B- k( ) — B-(Mo)) ‘
et | /gl Bo(N) = Bk (Ro) 2,k

Then by Lemma 9.1 and Assumptions 3 and 4, we have that E[Z) | D] <
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Vloglogn + M, ;. loglog n, where

~ 1/2
Mn’k:<E [maxmax< Xi(B-r(N) — Bx(%0)))* |Dk]>

AEA,, €]} nkHﬁ ( ) 3 k( )H2nk

- =R =R B 1/u
X! i u
< | E | max max ‘5;2 HESIGY ,\6 £(Ro))| | Dy
Aehn i€l 2B (N) = B_i(No)lI% s
A . B 1/u
€ k(X)) = B_k(Xo)) ™
< [ zz'w sl
| AeAn i€l Tk ”5 (A) = B (A 0)H2,n,k

for any u > 2. In turn, the last expression is bounded from above by
1 9 1/u
C ((u(l + ) 1H1/2 0g n)

since (i) E[|e;[* | Di] < CUE[(1+ |e| + |e|™t1)¥] < C*(u(147))*(+7)/2 under
Assumption 3 and (ii) for any sequence (a;)ier, in R, we have >,/ |a;|* <
(Xier, |ag)?)*/2. Using this bound with u = 3 (for example) gives E[Z}, |
D] < Vlogn. In addition, using this bound with u = logn, it follows from
Lemma 9.2 that

P(Zk > 2E[Zy | Dy + Cy/log™ 1 n | Dk) < COnc

Hence, Z;, < v/log"t! n with probability at least 1 — Cn~¢, and so, with the
same probability,

S eixi( = B-r(%0))| £ y/nlog™ nl|B-(A) = B (0)llzm.5-

i€l

Therefore, since ng/n > ¢; by Assumption 5, we have with the same prob-
ability that

K
Z| ) — Bl3ar S Zﬂg—k(;\o)—ﬁH%,n,k
=1

K

SRR = Boi o)l

n
k=1

lo 7”+1n
4+ flos
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and thus, by the triangle inequality,

1B_;(\) - B AOHMND o) — B2k

log

+ 21853 = B 300l i

where & is a value of k = 1, ..., K that maximizes HB_k(/)\\) - B—k(j‘O)”Zn,k'
Therefore, by Lemma 7.3,

~ 1 _
18500 - B G025 < o) 21873 = Bz ()l 7

and thus, for all k =1,..., K,

r+1 n

o X 1 .
1B~ BtGho) B < W3 (R) — By Qo2 5 £ ZBw) y log

again with probability at least 1 — Cn~¢ The asserted claim now follows
from combining this bound with the triangle inequality and Lemma 7.3.
This completes the proof of the lemma. m

LEMMA 7.5. Under Assumptions 1 — &5, we have for all k = 1,..., K
that o

~ o~ slog(pn log" ™ n

1B (R) - B3 5 ZoBwn)  loe

n

with probability at least 1 — C'n~¢

PROOF. Fix k=1,...,K. For A € Ay, let 6y = (B_x(\) — 8)/||B-r()) —
B2 and observe that conditional on (X;, Y;);¢z,, (6x)rea, is non-stochastic.
Hence, by Lemma 8.1, Assumptions 1(a) and 5 and Chebyshev’s inequality
applied conditional on (X;,Y;);¢r, , for any A € Ay, (ng) ™ diel, (X[6))? > ¢
with probability at least 1—Cn™¢, and so ||§_k()\)—ﬁ||% < C’||§_k()\)—ﬁ||§7n7k
with the same probability. Therefore, by Assumption 4 and the union bound,
1B (\) —Bl13 < C||B_x(\) — 5H%nk with probability at least 1 —Cn~¢. The
asserted claim follows from combining this inequality and Lemma 7.4. (]

LEMMA 7.6. Fizk=1,..., K and denote

(15) Api(XP,T) = {)\ € A BBk (N) = Bllom_r | XT] < T} , T>0.
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Then under Assumptions 1 — 5, we have that Ne Ay 1 (XT, 1) with proba-
bility at least 1 — Cn™¢, where

r+1 1/2
(16) Tn:C<slogn(pn)+logn n> ‘

Proor. Fix k =1,..., K and note that by Assumption 1(b) and Lemma
7.1, supsesr(s) [[0ll2n < C with probability at least 1 — Cn™¢. Hence, by
Lemma 7.5, Theorem 5.1, Assumption 4, and the union bound, ”B—k(/)\\)”o <
n/4slog? (pn) with probability at least 1—Cn~¢. Further, by Assumption 2,
n/4slog?(pn) < Vsnltei/Zlog(pn) for all n > ng with ng depending only on
¢1 and Cq, and so, by Assumption 1(b) and Lemma 7.1, Hﬁ_k()\)—ﬁH%m’_k <
1B\ — B |2 with probability at least 1 — Cn~¢. Combining this bound
with Lemma 7.5 now gives

r+1
(17) p <H,§—k(}\\) B ,B”%n,_k - C <slog7“l(pn) 4 log + n>> < Cn~c.

n

Now,
P (X ¢ Anr(X1,10)) < P (181 (3) = Bllain-x > T/2)

5=k (N) = Bllon—k — E[B-£(\) = Bllan—k | X7]

P >T,/2 1,
o (e 12)

where the first and the second terms on the right-hand side are at most
Cn~¢ by (17) and Lemma 8.2 applied with x = logn, respectively, as long
the constant C' in the definition of T), is large enough. The asserted claim
follows. [

LEMMA 7.7. For all A\ € A, and b € RP, we have

—~ 1 & 1 & ~ —~
1B = bl3, < - > (Y= X[b)* + Ajbll — - D (Y= X{BN)? = AIBNh-
i=1 =1

PROOF. The result in this lemma is sometimes referred to as the two
point inequality; see Section 2.4 in [44], where the proof is also provided. m

7.2. Proof of Theorem 4.1. 'Throughout the proof, we can assume that
a € [1/n,e™?] since the results for a > 72 and a < 1/n follow from the cases
a = e 2 and a = 1/n, respectively, with suitably increased constant C'. We
proceed in three steps. In the first step, for any given A > 0, we use Lemma
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7.7 to provide an upper bound on the conditional median of nHB N\ — B||%n

given X{' via some functionals of subsample estimators B_ £(A). In the second
step, we derive bounds on these functionals for relevant values of A\ with the
help of Theorem 5.2. In the third step, we use Lemma 7.6 to show that P\
belongs to the relevant set with high probability and Lemma 8.2 to replace
conditional medians by conditional expectations and complete the proof.

Step 1. For any random variable Z and any number «, let Qn(Z | XT7)

denote the ath quantile of the conditional distribution of Z given X{'. In
this step, we show that for any A > 0,

Qua(nlBON) = Bl | XT)

K
<D Q16K Z(Xf(g—k@) - B))* | X7

k=1 i Iy,

K
+ ZQl—l/(lﬁK) Z(Xz((g—k()‘) - B)* | X7

k=1 i€},
K o~
+ Z Q1-1/(16K) Z giX;(B_k(N) = B)| | X7
k=1 i I,
K
(18) + Z Q1-1/(16K) Z Ein((B\—k(/\) - B)| I Xt
k=1 i€y,

To do so, fix any A > 0 and denote

1 Ko — g
(19) b() = > Bk,

Then

K
— e o | DW= XIB? + (0= A
k=

K
—7 2 | 2o = XIBk)) o+ (= ) AIB
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K
LS X A i,

k=14¢1,,

v

where the second line follows from the definition of g_k(/\)’s and the third
one from the triangle inequality. Also,

K

> Y (- XU )?
k=1i¢I}
K
> 3OS (V= XD + 2(¥: — XIBO)(XI() — XIF(V))
k=1ig1I,
n K
= S0V = XU e S0 ST (¥ - XIBO) (XL — XIF4()
=1 k=14i¢I,

Thus, by Lemma 7.7,
B = b3 < ZZ (Vi = X{b(N)) (XIB-k(A) = X[b(N)).
k Li¢I,,

Substituting here Y; = X/5 +¢;, i = 1,...,n, and the definition of b(\) in
(19) and using the triangle inequality gives

nBO) = Bl S nlBO) = b3, + nlb(N) = B3,

K K
Y DX BN = B8+ DD (X(Bok(N) — B))?

k=141, k=1icl}
K R K R
(20) Y D e X{(Boe V) = B+ DD aX{(Br(N) = B)| .
k=1 |i¢ I, k=1 i€l

The claim of this step, inequality (18), follows from (20) and Lemma 9.6.
Step 2. Denote

(21) An(XT,T) = Mo A (XT,T), T >0,

for Ay, 1 (X7, T) defined in (15) of Lemma 7.6. In this step, we show that

(22) P( max Qi) - B3, | X7)

AEAR(XT,Tn)

> C(log p)(slog(pn) + log"** n)) <Cn™°¢
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for T,, defined in (16) of Lemma 7.6.

To do so, we apply the result in Step 1 and bound all terms on the
right-hand side of (18) in turn. To start, fix & = 1,..., K. Then for any
A e N (XTLT),

Q1o ( S (XUB(h) — B)° X?)

i¢l,
~ n 2
< nQi-1/(16K) (Hﬁ—k(/\) = M2~k | X1)
~ 2
(23) < 16Kn(B[IB-k(N) ~ Blan | XT1) S slog(pn) +log™* n,

where the third line follows from Markov’s inequality and the definition of
Ty.

Next, since Assumption 1(a) implies that E[(X'§)?] > ¢ for all § € SP(n+
s), it follows from Lemma 7.1 and Assumptions 1 and 2 that

) 1
c< inf 0]|2,n,—~x and  max ng <C
5e8P(nt/2+e1/8(\/nT,+1)) I<jsp A\l N —ng oy
k

with probability at least 1 — Cn~¢ Thus, by Theorem 5.2 and the union
bound,

e BBk (Wlo [ XT] S s+ (log p)(nT;; + log" n)

(24) < (log p)(slog(pn) + log"*! n)
with probability at least 1 — C'n~¢. Thus, by Markov’s inequality, Lemma
7.1, and Assumptions 1, 2, and 5,

max Qi (S (XUB) - B | x7)

AEAR (XT,Tn =

5, 9 (130~ 911 )

S /\eAnm(?(?,Tn) Q1-1/@2r) (B (N) = B2 - | X7
(25) < slog(pn) + log" ™ n,
with probability at least 1 — C'n~¢, where the last inequality follows from
the same argument as that in (23).

Next, by Markov’s inequality and the definition of My, in (5), -, [ X % <

n'te M with probability at least 1 — Cn~¢. Hence, by Lemma 9.1 and As-
sumptions 2 and 3,

E ZeiXi I XT| < Vnlogp+ n(IFe/apL log p < +/nlogp
i1, -
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with probability at least 1 — C'n~¢. Therefore, by Proposition A.1.6 in [45],
4 4
‘ ‘ ig I
i1y, 00 il 0o
4
< < nlogp + n(Hcl)/an) < (nlogp)?

with probability at least 1 — C'n~¢. Thus, proceeding as in the proof of
Theorem 5.2, getting from (43) to (48), with v;’s replaced by &;’s, we obtain

X”}
AEAN(XT To) H Zgl 5)‘ X

< Vg (T + \/l(’i 1) max (B[l + 5| X7

AEA, (X{L 7Tn)

VAL + ViogTn+ | max  E[IBk Wl + 5| X7
17”

< s+ (log p)(nT;} +log" n) < (log p)(slog(pn) + log™ ' n)

with probability at least 1 — Cn™¢, where the second inequality follows from
(24). Hence, by Markov’s inequality,

max  Qq_1/(16K) (‘ Z e X1 (B_x(N) — 5)‘ | X?)

AEA, (X{L 7Tn)

i¢ly
= 16K}\€AS%?(T,T71 H ;E’ HB-+( ‘ ’Xl]
i1y

< (log p)(slog(pn) + log" ' n)

with probability at least 1 — Cn™¢.
Finally, by Markov’s inequality, for any Ay, Ao, A > 0,

P(| 2 aXiBuh) = )| > | Arda(slog(pn) +1og™* ! m) | X7)
i€l

< P((D(XHB-4(N) = B))? > As(slog(pn) +log™ ) | X}')

i€l

+ E|:1{ Z(X{(B—k()\) - ,8))2 < A2($ log(pn) 4 logr+1 n)}

i€l},
Bll Zier, X140 = HP | XY, (V)ign xi]
Ay Ag(slog(pn) 4 log™ 1 n) !

SP( DY (XHB-k(N) = 8))? > As(slog(pn) +log" ' n) | XT') +1/Ar.

i€l
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Choosing both A; and As here large enough and using the same argument
as that in (25) shows that

max )Q1_1/(16K) (‘ Z e X1 (B_x(N) — 5)‘ | X?)

AEAL (XD, Ty, o

< \/3 log(pn) +log" ™ n < slog(pn) +log" ™ n

with probability at least 1 — Cn~¢ Combining all inequalities presented
above together and using Step 1 gives (22), which is the asserted claim of
this step.

Step 3. Here we complete the proof. To do so, note that by Lemma 8.2
applied with x = 2, for any A > 0,

~ ~ n log" n
1B = Bllzn — BB = Blzn | X7 S /=2
with probability at least 3/4, which implies that
= n ~ n log" n
[@1/201BO) = Bllan | X7) = E[IBO) = Bllzan | X7]| 5 .

Combining this inequality with (22) in Step 2 shows that

2 P E -~ - i xn
26) <A6A§§§7Tn) B = Bllzm | X7

>4/ % X \/log(pn) + s~ 1log"t! n> <Cn~°.

Also, applying Lemma 8.2 with x = log(1/a) < logn and

_ 1/2
L (C’log(l/a)log’““n) /

n

with sufficiently large 5’, which can be chosen to depend only on C; and 7,
it follows that for any A > 0,

log(1/a)
2

P(1BO) = Al ~ BIBK) = Bl | X2 > 1) < (=) <

(07
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since o < e~2. Combining these inequalities and using the union bound, we
obtain

(27) P( mavx  1BO) — Fl

AEAR (X, T

> C‘Slogfwa) X \/log(pn) + s~ Llog" ! n> <a+Cn"

Finally, by Lemma 7.6 and the union bound,

(28) POX € Ap(XIT)) > 1—Cn™®.

Combining the last two inequalities gives the asserted claim and completes
the proof of the theorem. m

7.3. Proof of Theorem 4.2. Define A, (X7,T),) as in Step 2 of the proof
of Theorem 4.1. Then by Assumptions 1 and 2, Lemma 7.1, Theorem 5.2,
and (26) in the proof of Theorem 4.1,

sealiex - BlIBONo | X{1 S s(log” p)(log(pn) + 57" log™ " n)

with probability at least 1 — Cn~¢. Thus, by Markov’s inequality, the union
bound, and Assumption 4, for any s > 0,

P < max )||§()\)H0 > 5| X?)

AEAL (XD, Ty,
< s(log® p)(log n)(log(pn) + s~ log" "' n) /s

with probability at least 1 — Cn~¢ The asserted claim of the theorem fol-
lows from combining this bound with (28) in the proof of Theorem 4.1 and
substituting

5 = Cs(log? p)(logn)(log(pn) + s log™ ™ n) /a

with a sufficiently large constant C' > 0. This completes the proof of the
theorem. -

7.4. Proof of Theorem 4.3. Applying Theorem 4.2 with o = n~1/4
shows that

1BO)o S sn/*(log? p) (log n) (log(pn) + s~ log" 1 n)
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with probability at least 1 — Cn~¢. Thus, by Lemma 7.1 and Assumptions
1(a) and 2, ||[BA) = Bll2 < 1B — Bll2,n with probability at least 1 —
Cn~°. The asserted claim regarding ||[3(A) — B||2 follows from this bound
and Theorem 4.1.

Also, by the Cauchy-Schwarz and triangle inequalities,

1B = Bl < 1B = Blloll B = Bll2 < /1B lo + s1BX) — BlJ2-

The asserted claim regarding || B (X) — B||1 follows from this bound, Theorem
4.2, and the asserted claim regarding ||3(\) — /3]|2. This completes the proof
of the theorem. n

7.5. Proof of Corollary 4.1. By Assumptions 1(a) and 2 and Theorem
4.2,
1BA) = Bllp2n < ClIBA) = Bl

with probability at least 1 — Cn~¢. Hence, by Theorem 4.3,

~ Cslo o
IBR) — Bl < | B2 g (om) + 5o,
with probability at least 1 — a — Cn~°. The asserted claim follows. ]

8. Proofs for Section 5. In this section, we prove Theorems 5.1 and
5.2. Since the proofs are long, we start with a sequence of preliminary lem-
mas.

8.1. Preliminary Lemmas.

LEMMA 8.1. For all A > 0, the Lasso estimator B(\) given in (2) based
on the data (X;,Y;)", = (X;, X8 + &), has the following property: the
function (g;)7_; (X{E()\))?:l mapping R™ to R™ for any fived value of
X7 = (Xy,...,Xy) is well-defined and is Lipschitz-continuous with Lipschitz
constant one with respect to Euclidean norm. Moreover, there always exists
a Lasso estimator S(X) such that ||B(N\)]|o < n almost surely. Finally, B(\) is
unique almost surely whenever the distribution of X is absolutely continuous

with respect to the Lebesgue measure on RP.

ProOF. All the asserted claims in this lemma can be found in the liter-
ature. Here we give specific references for completeness. The fact that the
function (&) — (X]B(N))I, is well-defined follows from Lemma 1 in [43],
which shows that even if the solution 3 (M) of the optimization problem (2)
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is not unique, (X B()\))?:l is the same across all solutions. The Lipschitz
property then follows from Proposition 2 in [5]. Moreover, by discussion in
Section 2.1 in [43], there always exists a Lasso solution, say 8()), taking the
form in (10) of [43], and such a solution satisfies ||(A\)|jo < n. Finally, the
last claim follows from Lemma 4 in [43]. "

LEMMA 8.2. Suppose that Assumption 3 holds. Then for all Kk > 1, n >
e, and A > 0, we have
r K/2
>t) < <C/£log n>
t2n

for some constant C' > 0 depending only on C1 and r.

(29)  P([IBO) = Bl — ENIB = Bllz | X7

PrROOF. Fix K > 1, n > e, and A > 0. Also, let £ be a N(0,1) random
variable that is independent of the data and let C' be a positive constant
that depends only on C and r but whose value can change from place to
place. Then by Lemma 8.1, the function (g;), — (X! 3 (M), is Lipschitz-
continuous with Lipschitz constant one, and so is

n 1/2
s s (z<xg<3<x> _ w) _ Al - Bllan

i=1
Therefore, applying Lemma 9.5 with u(x) = (x V 0)* and using Markov’s
inequality and Assumption 3 shows that for any ¢ > 0,

P(IBO) = Bllan — BB = Bllan | X7] > t] XT)

) —
(2 > [max(l—kfez’)} [1€17] < (\/—) [llilagg les|” ] €171
(77)" (B g ferosn] )" Bler

1<i<n

IN

- (C’(rlogn)rﬂ\/_)'i B (C\/nlogfny - (Cﬂlog n>'i/2

- t\/n N tv/n N t2
This gives one side of the bound (29). Since the other side follows similarly,
the proof is complete. m

LEMMA 8.3. Suppose that Assumption 3 holds and let Q7 : RP xR — R
be the inverse of Q: RP x R — R with respect to the second argument. Then
for all A >0,

(30) E[IB(M)lo | X7 ZE [WiX[(B(N) - B) | X7,
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where
¢ Q22(Xi, €;)
Q2(Xi ei)  QaXi,ei)?
foralli=1,...,n. In addition,

2
E <Hﬁ m-m (8- 5) X7

= S B [uCEE0) - 82 | X7] + BBl | X7
i=1

Y = and e; = Q71 (Xi, &)

where

i = 1 _eiQa(Xie) | Qa(Xise) 2Q22( X, €;)?
Y Q(Xie)?  Qa(Xie)? Q2(Xi, ;)3 Q2(X;, €;)*

foralli=1,...,n. Moreover,

ar <Zn: LiX[(BON) - B) | X?) < QZn:E |:<’7iQ2(Xi,€i)Xz((B\_ 5))2 | X{L]
i=1 i=1

+ CBIBMlo +1 | X7'| (log p) (log ),

where C' > 0 is a constant depending only on ¢, Cy, and r.

REMARK 8.1. Here, the inverse Q! exists because by Assumption 3, Q
is strictly increasing and continuous with respect to its second argument. m

PrROOF. This lemma extends some of the results in [42] and [6] to the
non-Gaussian case. All arguments in the proof are conditional on Xy, ..., X,
but we drop the conditioning sign for brevity of notation. Also, we use C'
to denote a positive constant that depends only on ¢;, C7 and r but whose
value can change from place to place. R

Fix A > 0 and denote 3 = B(\) and T = {j € {1,...,p}: Bj # 0}.
For all # = 1,...,n we will use X 5 to denote the sub-vector of X; in R/

corresponding to indices in T By results in [42], we then have

-1
X!
(31) # (Z ) Xjgo ij=1L..omi
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see, in particular, the proof of Theorem 1 there. Taking the sum over i =
j =1,...,n and applying the trace operator on the right-hand side of this
identity gives

5 = I(X1(B - B))
(32) 1Bllo = |T| = Z S
=1 g
Also, for all @ = 1,...,n, under Assumption 3 (and conditional on X7),

the random variable ¢; is absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue
measure on R with continuously differentiable pdf x; defined by

0
QX 0)) = e,

where ¢ is the pdf of the N(0,1) distribution. Taking the derivative over e
here gives

e € R,

KUQUE ) Q(Xine) =~ gy~ A0S cep

and so

xie) _ xi(@Xivei)) e Qu(Xie) —
xi(ei)  xi(Q(Xi,e)) Q2(Xi,e)  Qo(Xy,e)? "

Therefore, by Lemma 9.4, whose application is justified by Assumption 3
and Lemma 8.1,

(33) E [W] —E[W:X/(B—-B), i=1,...,n.

Combining (32) and (33) gives the first asserted claim.

To prove the second asserted claim, we proceed along the lines in the
proof of Theorem 1.1 in [6]. Specifically, let f1,..., f, be twice continuously
differentiable functions mapping R” to R with bounded first and second

derivatives. Also, let £ = (e1,...,¢,)". Then, it follows from Lemma 9.4 that
6]
E ¢ fi(e Z ¥;fi(E Z o5,
=1
8f2 af (e
(o3 A ]
=1

0
+E | fi(6) | vifi(e +Z¢J f] Z 86185—:1
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for all t =1,...,n and, in addition,

L0 _p [2012560)

NG
Z LA s oG

B uie % i

for all j = 1,...,n. Combining these results, rearranging the terms, and
taking the sum over ¢ = 1,...,n, we obtain

e N 04i(0) 01i(8) 01;(€)
(;wiﬁ(s)—z 8&) ZEm HYE [8% . ]

=1 2,7=1

and since all second-order derivatives cancell out, it follows from a convo-
lution argument that the same identity holds for any Lipschitz functions
fi,-.., fn; see Appendix A of [6] for details. We now substitute f;(¢) =
X/(B—p) for all i = 1,...,n in this identity and note that

~ 0fi(8) 91;(6)

5o =18l

1,7=1

by (31) in this case. This gives the second asserted claim.
To prove the third asserted claim, we have by the Gaussian Poincare
inequality, Theorem 3.20 in [14] that

n n 2
ar <Z Vi X[(B — 5)) <) E (86] > eiX{( )
i=1 j=1 i=1
2 n
<2ZE [(a%x )> +2Y) E (szaX 8/; ﬁ))
j=1

Here, the first term on the right-hand side is equal to

QEH:E [(7j@2(Xjaej)X]/'(§_ 5))2] :
e
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Also, by (31), the second term is equal to

2

. 1
2) E szQz (Xj,e5)X (Z XﬁX{f) Xip
j=1

=1

~1
n n
! !
=28 112]2%622 Z > wiX)e (ZXl’le’f> X7
i=1 =1

n

—1
n
— 9E 1@%[,@2 iv€j) qulx’ (Zlesz/f> X7j
=1 Jj=1

Next, observe that

n n -1 n
Z; ViXip (lZ XzfX{f> Z; Xivi
i= =1 j=

is equal to HPT@H%, where ¢ = (¢1,...,%,) and Pz is the matrix pro-
jecting on (X,7,...,X ). In turn, we can bound E[||Pz¢[|3] using argu-
ments from the proof of Theorem 4.3 in [6]. In particular, for any M C
{1,...,p}, letting Py; denote the matrix projecting on (X, ..., Xnnr)',
we have E[||Py]|3] < C|M|, and so, by Assumption 3 and the Hanson-
Wright inequality, Theorem 1.1 in [36],

P(IPydl3 > C(IM| +2)) < e

for all > 0. Thus, applying the union bound twice,

P Pui||? — M| +1 +logp + >0) <e®,
<M&1%?ﬁ,p}<” w3 — (r | og<‘M,) ogp x)) )_e

and so

p (M max (HPM&Hg - O((|M| + 1) logp + x)) > 0> <ev.

c{L,-p}

By Fubini’s theorem and simple calculations, we then have
(34) B[I1PFEI3] < CE [IBllo +1] logp.
Also,

(35) E [[IPz0l2] < E (193] < On®.
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Hence, for a sufficiently large constant A that can be chosen to depend on
c1, Cq and r only,

n -1 5
/ /
E 1121)&2( Q2(Xj, e5) ZTZJZX <;XﬁXﬁ> Xﬁ“wj

J=1

— B | Q6,65 21 Ppo 1 { pmax Qs gAlog’"n}]
<J<p
+E | Qa(X, e P31 { o Qa(X.e5)? > Alow”n ]

Here, by (34), the first term on the right-hand side is bounded from above by
CE[||8]/o+1](log p)(log” n) and by (35), Assumption 3, and Hélder’s inequal-
ity, the second term is bounded from above by C since A is large enough.
Combining all presented inequalities together gives the third asserted claim
and completes the proof of the lemma. n

8.2. Proof of Theorem 5.1. All arguments in this proof are conditional
on X1i,...,X, but we drop the conditioning sign for brevity of notation.
Throughout the proof, we will assume that

(36) sup 32 < C.
0eSP(s)

Also, we use C to denote a positive constant that depends only on ¢, Cf,
C, and r but whose value can change from place to place.

Fix A > 0 and denote 5 = S(N), s = ||5]lo, and R, = E[||f — B||2,n]. We
start with some preliminary inequalities. First, by Holder’s inequality and
Assumption 3,

ZE[% B-p
(37) < nB[|B — B3, x max |l| < Clnlogm)y/E[|E — Bl

and, similarly,

3) SB[ (1Quxe)XiB - 2)’] < Clutogtn) [EIE - 513,

i=1
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Second, by the triangle inequality and Fubini’s theorem,
B3 - Bl3.0 < € (RE+E[(I1B ~ Bll2n — Ra)'])
—c (Bt [P (15~ Bllan - Rl > ) ar)
0

(39) <C <Ri n (10ng>2> |

where the last line follows from Lemma 8.2 applied with k = 5 (for example).
Third,

N Cl r+1 1
(40) P Rn>||6—5\|z,n+\/¥ <

by Lemma 8.2 applied with x = logn. Fourth, by Lemma 9 of [8] and (36),

18 =Bl <118 —BI3x sup |83,

08P (5+s)

(s+s)

~ 2 C(s+s
(41) < 1B BI2 x sup (6], < LETS)

S 5ESP(s) S

18— Bl3.

We now prove the theorem with the help of these bounds. Denote

Vi = Var <§— Z%’X{(g— 5)) and V = Var <Z i X1(B — 5)) :
i=1 i=1

Then for any # > 0, with probability at least 1 — 2/2, by Chebyshev’s
inequality and Lemma 8.3,

F<Y wiXi(B-p) +ivna
i=1

L+ iX[(B—B)| —E[l+3]+ /W

i=1

=> eiX/(B-B)+E

i=1

(12) <1423 wXIF - B) B+ + IV + VTR,

i=1




ON CROSS-VALIDATED LASSO 39

Here, #(v/V1 + /V3) is bounded from above by

B 1/2 B T
Ct <E[1 + 5](log p)(log” n)) + Cty/nlogn <Rn + log; n)

_ log"
< E[1 + 5] + Ct*(log p)(log" n) + Cty/nlogn <Rn + Oi n)

by Lemma 8.3 and inequalities (37), (38), and (39). Also, with probability
at least 1 — 1/n,

S+s,5 log" 1 n
Ry < C 5218 = Blla +| =2

by (40) and (41). In addition,

Y iXi(B-B) < % (1B — B,
i=1

Z¢iXi
i=1
where || — 8|1 < (5+5)Y/2 x || — B2 and with probability at least 1—1/n,

Z i X;
i1

with the first inequality following from Assumption 3 and the union bound
and the second from (36). Substituting all these bounds into (42) and using
t = (tslog(pn))'/? with t > 1 gives

[e.e]

" 1/2
< Cy/log(pn) x max <Z X%-) < C+/nlog(pn),
SISp i—1

[e.e]

5 < Cts(log” n)log?(pn) + C\/i(?-i- s)n(log? n) log(pn)HE — B2

with probability at least 1 —2/(tslog(pn)) —2/n. Solving this inequality for
s gives the asserted claim and completes the proof of the theorem. [

8.3. Proof of Theorem 5.2. All arguments in this proof are conditional
on Xi,...,X, but we drop the conditioning sign for brevity of notation.
Throughout the proof, we will assume that (7) holds. Also, we use C to
denote a positive constant that depends only on ¢i, Ci, ¢ C, and r but
whose value can change from place to place.

Fix A > 0 and denote 5 = S(A), s = ||5lo, Jn = Jn(A), and R,, = R, (N).
Then by Lemma 8.3,

(43) EBfs] =Y EiX/(8 - 8) =T + T,
=1



40 CHETVERIKOV LIAO CHERNOZHUKOV

where
() Ti=Y E[6X/B-81{clB-Bl2 <5~ Blan}],

i=1

@) T3 E[6XiF - HL{F - Bl > 15 Blan}]
=1

We bound Z; and Z5 in turn. To bound Z;, note that as in (39) of the proof
of Theorem 5.1,

r 2
(46) ElIB - I, < (Ri +(<22) ) .

Also, by Assumption 3 and (7),

4
< Cn?log?p.

> X
1=1

[e.e]

Therefore,
7 < B[S0 w15 - 81 {ellf - 5l < 15 - Hlln )
< B (| 320, 0| 1B = B2+ )21 {llB ~ Bllo <13 ~ Bl
< OB {327 i 1B = Bllzn(s+ )1 {ellB ~ Bl < 15 ~ Bllan }]

(o]

where the last line follows from Hélder’s inequality. In turn,
n 2 ) 1/2
(e[| v 18- 218.])
. 4 R , 1/4
< <E [Hzizll/JiXi OO] E [Hﬂ - /8”2n]>
< o/mtogp (B (18- 814,)) " < ¢ v/nlogp (Rn + logrn) .

2 1/2
SR M i)

n

T

(47) I, < Cy/nlogp (Rn + log n) (E[5 + s))/2.

n
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To bound Z,, denote

A=, |> v? and A= J > (XU(B — 8))2 = v/nllB — Bllam
1=1 i=1

and observe that by Holder’s inequality,

I, <E [A1A21 {EHB— Bllz > 115 — 5H2,nH <TIr1+ Iz,

where

Iy =E [AlAgl {A1A2 >C <an +y/nlog"t? n> H ,
12’2 =C <7’LRn + 1/ nlOgT-i-l n) P (EHB\— ﬁHQ > ||§— 5”2,n> ,

for some constant C to be chosen later. To bound Z5 1, note that
P(A1 > VC’I’L) < 1/7”L

by Chebyshev’s inequality and Assumption 3 if C is large enough. Also, by
Lemma 8.2 applied with « = logn,

P (Ag/\/ﬁ >R, + \/Clogﬂ'ln/n) <1/n

if C is large enough. Hence, if we set C in the definition of Zy; and Zy
large enough (note that C can be chosen to depend only on ¢, C1, and ),
it follows that

P <A1A2 >C <an + \/nlog“rl n>>
<P(A; >VCn)+P <A2/\/ﬁ > R, 4 1/Clog™*! n/n) < 2/n,

and so Zp 1 is bounded from above by

(B[A242]) " <P <A1A2 >C <an + m»)lﬂ

< Cn (Ry+ log™n/n) /v < C(VnRy + /1og" n),
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where the first inequality follows from Holder’s inequality, Assumption 3,
and (46). Also, by (7) and Markov’s inequality,

N ~ N E[s+s
P (B~ Bl > 13— Blon) <P (E+s> 0 < 22
so that .
r+
Ty < 0fn v nlog™ n)prs g,
and so

12,2 § 3_1E[/8\+ 8]

for all n > ng depending only on ¢y, Ci, ¢, C, and r by the definition of .J,,.
Combining all inequalities, it follows that for all n > ng,

'

E[s] < Cy/nlogp (Rn + loi n) (E[5 + 5)'/2

(48) +C (x/ﬁRn + /log” n) + 37'E[5 + 5],

and so R
E[||B8]lo] = E[5] < s + C(log p)(nR}. +log" n).

This gives the asserted claim for all n > ngy and since the asserted claim for
n < ng is trivial, the proof is complete. [

9. Technical Lemmas.

LEMMA 9.1. Let X4,...,X,, be independent centered random vectors in
RP with p > 2. Define Z = |3 i, Xill., M = maxi<i<y, | Xi ., and o2 —
Maxi<;<p O iy E[Xf]] Then

oo’

B[Z) < K (0\/logp + VEIM?]logp)
where K > 0 is a universal constant.
PROOF. See Lemma E.1 in [23]. "

LEMMA 9.2.  Consider the setting of Lemma 9.1. For everyn > 0, t > 0,
and g > 1, we have

P(Z = (14+n)E[Z] +1) < exp(—#/(30%)) + KE[M1)/t9

where the constant K > 0 depends only on n and q.
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PROOF. See Lemma E.2 in [23]. "

REMARK 9.1. In Lemmas 9.1 and 9.2, if, in addition, we assume that
Xi,..., X, are Gaussian, then E[Z] < 01/2logp by Lemma A.3.1 in [39]
and for every t > 0, P(Z > E[Z] +t) < exp(—t?/(20?)) by Theorem 2.1.1 in
[2]. ]

LEMMA 9.3.  Let Xq,...,X, be i.i.d. random vectors in RP with p > 2.
Also, let K = (E[max)<;<, maxi<;<p \ij])l/2 and for £ > 1, let

K+/llogp
NLD

Moreover, let SP({) = {0 € RP: ||0]| =1 and ||0||o < £}. Then

5y = (1 + (log £)(log /2 n)) :

n

S (Xl6)?  BI(X{0)
=1

E | sup

0€SP ()

<C (53 16, sup (E[(X{0)2])1/2> :
0eSP(0)

where C > 0 is a universal constant.
PROOF. See Lemma B.1 in [12]. See also [35] for the original result. =

REMARK 9.2. If Xq,..., X, are centered Gaussian random vectors in R?
with p > 2, then for any €;, €9, £ > 0 such that ¢;+¢e5 < 1 and ¢ < min(p, €¥n),

LS (x10)2 — Bl(x]0)

” <3(e1+e2) sup E[(X]0)%
i=1

0ESP ()

sup
0eSP(0)

with probability at least 1— 2pme_"6%/ 2 by the proof of Proposition 2 in [48].
]

LEMMA 9.4. Let € be a random variable that is absolutely continuous
with respect to Lebesque measure on R with continuously differentiable pdf
x and suppose that f: R — R is either Lipschitz-continuous or continu-
ously differentiable with finite E[| f'(¢)|]. Suppose also that both E||f(¢)|] and

E[|f(e)X'(e)/x(e)] are finite. Then
(49) E[f'(e)] = —E[f(e)x'(e)/x(e)]-

REMARK 9.3. When ¢ has a N(0,02) distribution, the formula (49) re-
duces to the well-known Stein identity, E[f(¢)] = E[ef(¢)]/o>. "
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PRrROOF. The proof follows immediately from integration by parts and the
Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem; for example, see Section 13.1.1
in [20] for similar results. "

LEMMA 9.5. Lete = (eq,...,e,) be a standard Gaussian random vector
and let Q;: R — R, i = 1,...,n be some strictly increasing continuously
differentiable functions. Denote ¢ = (e1,...,e,) where &; = Q;(e;), i =
1,...,n, and let f: R™ = R be Lipschitz-continuous with Lipschitz constant
L > 0. Then for any convex u: R — R, the random variable

V= f(e)= fle1,---,en)

satisfies the following inequality:

Blu(v ~ EWVD] < B u (G max Qi(ee) |

1<i<n

where £ is a standard Gaussian random variable that is independent of e.

REMARK 9.4. The proof of this lemma given below mimics the well-
known interpolation proof of the Gaussian concentration inequality for Lip-
schitz functions; see Theorem 2.1.12 in [40] for example. "

PRrROOF. To prove the asserted claim, let € = (éy,...,€,) be another stan-
dard Gaussian random vector that is independent of e. Also, define

F(z) = Fa1,...,2n) = f(Qi(z1), ..., Qu(zn)), = (1,...,20) € R™.
Then
E[u(V — EV)] = E [u(F(e) - EF(e))} —E [u(F(e) - EF(@'))}
—E|u(E[F(e) - F@) | e])| <E[E[u(F(c) - F(@) | ]|
- E[u(F(e) - F(é’))].
Further, define
h(9) = F<§cos(7ﬂ9/2) + esin(w9/2)>, 0 c0,1],

so that k(1) = F(e), h(0) = F(e), and for all 6 € (0, 1),

n'(0) = g Z Fi(ecos(m8/2) + esin(n8/2))(e; cos(n6/2) — € sin(76/2))

i=1

= g(VF(We)yVVe),
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where we denoted
Wy = e cos(m/2) — €sin(n/2) and Wy = ¢ cos(m0/2) + esin(m0/2).

Note that for each 6 € (0, 1), the random vectors Wy and Wg are independent
standard Gaussian. Hence,

E[u(F(e) - F(@)] = E[u(h(1) - h(0))] = E[uf /0 1 W (0)do)]
< E[/Olu(h’(e))dﬁ] - E[/lu(g(w(%),we))de}

0

_ /OlE[u<g(VF(Wg),W9)>]d9
= [ e[u(5vF0.0)]as = = [u(§vF©.0)].

Next, note that since e and ¢ are independent standard Gaussian random
vectors, conditional on e, the random variable (VF(e), €) is zero-mean Gaus-
sian with variance

n

> (5w) =3 (2o @

i= i=1

< max (Q4e))? Y (2L0))" < L2 max (Q)(en)?.

~ 1<i<n : Og; 1<i<n
=1
Therefore, using the fact that u is convex, we conclude that

o (505910.9)] = E[es(§e70.0) ]

n

sfeu(3(35 (3E0)) 9 1]

i=1
r.r (mL
< 5o s 1) ]
<E|E u( 5 g@g@(@)& |e
r/mL ,
=E U<7 11;12?2% Qz’(ei)f)] )
where £ is a standard Gaussian random variable that is independent of the
vector e. Combining presented inequalities gives the asserted claim. n
LEMMA 9.6. Let X1,...,X,, be random variables (not necessarily inde-

pendent). Then for all a € (0,1),

Ql—a(Xl + o+ Xm) < Ql—a/(2m) (Xl) +oot+ Ql—a/(2m) (Xm)a
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where for any random variable Z and any number a € (0,1), Q(Z) denotes
the ath quantile of the distribution of Z, i.e. Qo(Z) = inf{z e R: a« < P(Z <
2)}.

PRrOOF. To prove the asserted claim, suppose to the contrary that
Qi-a(X1+ -+ X)) > Qi_a/@m)(X1) + -+ Qi—a/2m) (Xm)-
Then by the union bound,

a< P(X1 ot Xm 2 Qi—a(Xa + - + X))
P(X1 “+ X > Qiogaym)(X1) + -+ Qi_ay/2m) (Xm))
(X1 > Q1oa/2m)(X1)) + -+ P(Xn > Q1_a/2m) (X))
< a/(2m) +--+a/(2m) = a/2,

which is a contradiction. Thus, the asserted claim follows. [



ON CROSS-VALIDATED LASSO 47

Prediction norm L2 norm
0.8 2
/l /
1.8
0.7 / /
I I N . lonn I LI LT E PR PP PR PR PR PP PR yennn
0.6 / 1_4—-—-—-—-—-_-_/._-.
J— - — - /
7 1.2 7
0.5~ /
~ L, 1h, /
- - p— -
0.4 0.8 —
5 10 15 20 25 5 10 15 20 25
LY norm Out-of-sample prediction
45 0.9
N 08 /
MR
/ /
\ 07 pEsssssEEEsssEEEERSREEEESRREERRSS
..... *.....................}.... 06\ 7
) NN, iy SRy (i Sp—— ~ L /
\ Y 0.5 o
N 7/
25 S 0.4
5 10 15 20 25 5 10 15 20 25
o1 Sparsity of CV-Lasso 02 Sparsity of B-Lasso
0.08
0.15
0.06
0.1
0.04
0.05
0.02
0 0
0 10 20 30 40 0 10 20 30 40
= m \-LaSS0 e CV-Lagso sunus SZ-Lasso == == B-Lasso

Fic 2. DGP1, n = 100, p = 40, and p = 0.75. The top-left, top-right, middle-left, and
middle-right panels show the mean of estimation error of Lasso estimators in the predic-
tion, L?, L', and out-of-sample prediction norms. The dashed line represents the mean of
estimation error of the Lasso estimator as a function of A (we perform the Lasso estimator
for each value of X\ in the candidate set A, ; we sort the values in A, from the smallest
to the largest, and put the order of A on the horizontal azis; we only show the results for
values of X\ up to order 25 as these give the most meaningful comparisons). The solid,
dotted, and dashed-dotted horizontal lines represent the mean of the estimation error of
the C'V-Lasso, SZ-Lasso, and B-Lasso estimators, respectively.
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. The top-left, top-right, middle-left,
and middle-right panels show the mean of estimation error of Lasso estimators in the
prediction, L?, L', and out-of-sample prediction norms. The dashed line represents the
mean of estimation error of the Lasso estimator as a function of A (we perform the Lasso
estimator for each value of \ in the candidate set A, ; we sort the values in A, from the
smallest to the largest, and put the order of X on the horizontal axis; we only show the
results for values of A up to order 25 as these give the most meaningful comparisons). The
solid, dotted, and dashed-dotted horizontal lines represent the mean of the estimation error

of the C'V-Lasso, SZ-Lasso, and B-Lasso estimators, respectively.



TABLE 1

The mean of estimation error of Lasso estimators

DGP1 (p =0.5)
Prediction norm L? norm Out-of-Sample prediction norm
CV-Lasso A-Lasso B-Lasso CV-Lasso XM-Lasso B-Lasso CV-Lasso M-Lasso B-Lasso
(n, p)=(100, 40) 0.4252 0.4097 0.4435 0.6164 0.5700 0.7013 0.4701 0.4530 0.4883
(n, p)=(100, 100) 0.5243 0.5040 0.5303 0.8206 0.7598 0.8897 0.6091 0.5885 0.6139
(n, p)=(100, 400) 0.7023 0.6448 0.6595 1.2629 1.1624 1.2548 0.8852 0.8474 0.8565
(n, p)=(400, 40) 0.2116 0.2047 0.2174 0.2875 0.2634 0.3186 0.2164 0.2095 0.2224
(n, p)=(400, 100) 0.2581 0.2501 0.2561 0.3674 0.3301 0.3790 0.2667 0.2588 0.2648
(n, p)=(400, 400) 0.3300 0.3206 0.3206 0.5018 0.4546 0.4807 0.3473 0.3391 0.3391
DGP2 (p = 0.5)
Prediction norm L? norm Out-of-Sample prediction norm
(n, p)=(100, 40) 0.7532 0.7123 0.7672 1.1041 0.9907 1.2107 0.8293 0.7857 0.8419
(n, p)=(100, 100) 0.9237 0.8641 0.8917 1.4644 1.3044 1.4792 1.0551 1.0048 1.0264
(n, p)=(100, 400) 1.1497 1.0465 1.0493 1.9868 1.8541 1.8962 1.3631 1.3103 1.3118
(n, p)=(400, 40) 0.3647 0.3521 0.3746 0.4961 0.4529 0.5485 0.3731 0.3603 0.3831
(n, p)=(400, 100) 0.4470 0.4325 0.4431 0.6351 0.5717 0.6550 0.4616 0.4473 0.4577
(n, p)=(400, 400) 0.5739 0.5564 0.5561 0.8714 0.7882 0.8333 0.6037 0.5885 0.5882
DGP1 (p = 0.75)
Prediction norm L? norm Out-of-Sample prediction norm
CV-Lasso A-Lasso B-Lasso CV-Lasso XM-Lasso B-Lasso CV-Lasso M-Lasso B-Lasso
(n, p)=(100, 40) 0.4481 0.4292 0.5677 0.9133 0.8213 1.3963 0.5005 0.4791 0.6238
(n, p)=(100, 100) 0.5817 0.5486 0.6496 1.3110 1.1144 1.6547 0.6907 0.6611 0.7514
(n, p)=(100, 400) 0.7616 0.6957 0.7288 2.0360 1.8350 2.0207 0.9836 0.9525 0.9543
(n, p)=(400, 40) 0.2206 0.2141 0.2829 0.4143 0.3745 0.6556 0.2263 0.2196 0.2894
(n, p)=(400, 100) 0.2782 0.2717 0.3322 0.5381 0.4688 0.7766 0.2897 0.2830 0.3436
(n, p)=(400, 400) 0.3847 0.3771 0.4112 0.8217 0.6751 0.9774 0.4151 0.4081 0.4402
DGP2 (p =0.75)
Prediction norm L? norm Out-of-Sample prediction norm
(n, p)=(100, 40) 0.7730 0.7285 0.8393 1.6151 1.3895 1.9690 0.8520 0.8072 0.9105
(n, p)=(100, 100) 0.9619 0.8843 0.9407 2.1316 1.8093 2.2295 1.0938 1.0293 1.0631
(n, p)=(100, 400) 1.2454 1.0586 1.0740 2.8271 2.4914 2.6602 1.3966 1.3298 1.3298
(n, p)=(400, 40) 0.3811 0.3696 0.4876 0.7141 0.6427 1.1292 0.3907 0.3788 0.4984
(n, p)=(400, 100) 0.4859 0.4719 0.5710 0.9443 0.8132 1.3320 0.5061 0.4920 0.5910
(n, p)=(400, 400) 0.6790 0.6499 0.6834 1.5102 1.1683 1.6067 0.7229 0.7028 0.7291
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TABLE 2

Probabilities for the number of non-zero coefficients of the C'V-Lasso estimator hitting

different brackets

DGP1 (p = 0.5)

0,5] [6,10] [IL, 15] [16,20] [21,25] [26,30] [31,35] [36, p|
(n, p)z(lOO, 40) 0.0008 0.0766  0.3598 0.3548 0.1582 0.0390 0.0088 0.0020
(n, p)z(lOO, 100) 0.0006 0.0120 0.0822 0.2146 0.2606 0.1994 0.1186 0.1120
(n, p)=(100, 400) 0.0010 0.0190  0.0480 0.0760 0.0978 0.1196 0.1288  0.5098
(n, p)=(400, 40) 0.0006 0.0964 0.3926 0.3460 0.1292 0.0316 0.0034 0.0002
(n, p)=(400, 100) 0.0006 0.0176 0.1404 0.2624 0.2596 0.1780 0.0828 0.0586
(n, p)=(400, 400) 0.0000 0.0016 0.0212 0.0728 0.1372 0.1618 0.1664  0.4390
DGP2 (p = 0.5)
0.5 [6,10] [I1,15] [16,20] [21,25] [26.p] [3L,p] [36, ]
(n, p)z(lOO, 40) 0.0142 0.1436 0.341R8 0.3070 0.1402 0.0432 0.0094 0.0006
(n, p)z(lOO, 100) 0.0158 0.1096 0.1866 0.2186 0.1828 0.1338 0.0754 0.0774
(n, p)=(100, 400) 0.0310 0.0988 0.1586 0.1752 0.1446 0.1042 0.0830  0.2046
(n, p)=(400, 40) 0.0008 0.1030 0.4032 0.3334 0.1258 0.0268 0.0060 0.0010
(n, p)=(400, 100) 0.0002 0.0202 0.1358 0.2530 0.2684 0.1704 0.0814 0.0706
(n, p)=(400, 400) 0.0002 0.0020 0.0274  0.0798 0.1280 0.1590 0.1592  0.4444
DGP1 (p = 0.75)
0.5 6,10 [I1,15] [16,20] [21,25] [26,p] [3L,p] [36, ]
(n, p)z(lOO, 40) 0.0028 0.0448 0.2658 0.3920 0.2050 0.0716 0.0178 0.0002
(n, p)z(lOO, 100) 0.0006 0.0316  0.1080 0.1604 0.1948 0.2000 0.1470 0.1576
(n, p)=(100, 400) 0.0206 0.0194 0.0506 0.1110 0.1534 0.1660 0.1398  0.3392
(n, p)=(400, 40) 0.0000 0.0278 0.2926 0.4222 0.1966 0.0510 0.0090 0.0008
(n, p)=(400, 100) 0.0000 0.0002 0.0136 0.1156 0.2480 0.2920 0.1836 0.1470
(n, p)=(400, 400) 0.0000 0.0000  0.0002 0.0004 0.0060 0.0192 0.0530  0.9212
DGP2 (p = 0.75)
0.5 [6,10] [I1,15] [16,20] [21,25] [26,p] [3L,p] [36, ]
(n, p)z(lOO, 40) 0.0254 0.2152 0.3326 0.2546 0.1206 0.0392 0.0116 0.0008
(n, p)z(lOO, 100) 0.0904 0.1024 0.2192 0.2262 0.1606 0.0958 0.0502 0.0552
(n, p)=(100, 400) 0.3916 0.1022 0.0988 0.0906 0.0826 0.0650 0.0558  0.1134
(n, p)=(400, 40) 0.0002 0.0290 0.2976 0.4314 0.1862 0.0468 0.0082 0.0006
(n, p)=(400, 100) 0.0000 0.0050 0.0282 0.1264 0.2370 0.2820 0.1804 0.1410
(n, p)=(400, 400) 0.0002 0.0134 0.0582 0.0974 0.1156 0.1020 0.0860  0.5272
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TABLE 3

n~t S Xijei| /A hitting different brackets

o1

DGP1 (p = 0.50)

[0,05) [06,1) [L,15) [152) [225) [25 3 [3,)
(n, p)=(100, 40) ~0.0002 0.0910 0.3458 0.2842 0.1460  0.0670 _ 0.0643
(n, p)=(100, 100)  0.0000  0.1560 0.4376 0.2470 0.0910  0.0322  0.0338
(n, p)=(100, 400) 0.0116  0.3262 0.3374  0.1396  0.0592 0.0282  0.0566
(n, p)=(400, 40)  0.0000 0.1118 0.4292 0.3042 0.0988 0.0364 0.0182
(n, p)=(400, 100)  0.0000  0.2648 0.5784 0.1362 0.0158 0.0032  0.0004
(n, p)=(400, 400)  0.0000 0.5828 0.3972 0.0162 0.0004  0.0000  0.0000
DGP2 (p = 0.50)
[0,05) [06,1) [L,15) [152) [225) [25 3 [3,)
(n, p)=(100, 40) 0.0020 0.1522 0.3296 0.2502 0.1322  0.0596  0.0674
(n, p)=(100, 100)  0.0084  0.3096 0.3772 0.1650 0.0624 0.0254  0.0208
(n, p)=(100, 400)  0.0394  0.5254 0.2252 0.0616 0.0210  0.0090  0.0252
(n, p)=(400, 40)  0.0002 0.1170  0.4452 0.2860 0.1006  0.0302  0.0204
(n, p)=(400, 100)  0.0000 0.2676 0.5656  0.1422  0.0198 0.0022  0.0014
(n, p)=(400, 400)  0.0000  0.5908 0.3894 0.0156  0.0008  0.0002  0.0000
DGPI (p = 0.75)
[0,05) [06,1) [I,15) [152) [225) [25,3) [3,)
(n, p)=(100, 40) ~0.0000 0.0224 0.1220 0.2250 0.2012  0.1488 _ 0.2796
(n, p)=(100, 100)  0.0008 0.1144 0.2546 0.2306 0.1698 0.0944  0.1312
(n, p)=(100, 400)  0.0316  0.4068 0.3408 0.1072 0.0346  0.0164  0.0284
(n, p)=(400, 40)  0.0000  0.0098 0.1384 0.2800 0.2620 0.1526  0.1572
(n, p)=(400, 100)  0.0000 0.0144 0.2918 0.4250 0.1868 0.0592  0.0228
(n, p)=(400, 400)  0.0000 0.0684 0.6724 0.2304 0.0242  0.0040  0.0006
DGP2 (p = 0.75)
[0,05) [06,1) [I,15) [152) [225) [25,3) [3,)
(n, p)=(100, 40) ~0.0062 0.1090 0.2424 02142 0.1508 0.1040 0.1674
(n, p)=(100, 100)  0.0686 0.2298 0.3256 0.1842 0.0798 0.0382 0.0518
(n, p)=(100, 400)  0.3616  0.3000 0.1594 0.0508 0.0186  0.0080 0.0118
(n, p)=(400, 40)  0.0000 0.0102 0.1306 0.2918 0.2750  0.1482  0.1442
(n, p)=(400, 100)  0.0000  0.0292 0.2984 0.4072 0.1864 0.0560  0.0226
(n, p)=(400, 400)  0.0004 0.3798 0.4626 0.1344 0.0134 0.0016  0.0002
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